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DETAILED ACTION 

The cancellation of claim 7 is acknowledged. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 1/2/08 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant appears to be traversing the conventionally-known/Official-Notice 
statement made with regard to claim 7 in the non-final rejection (NFR) mailed on 
10/10/07 since Applicant has amended claim 1 by incorporating the contents of original 
claim 7 into original claim 1 . 

Furthermore, Applicant argues in the 1/2/08 Remarks that not only does Tsumura 
fail to disclose or suggest a display having a medium which is provided such that a 
degree of optical anisotropy in the medium changes in response to application of an 
electric field, but there is also no logical reason why one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have ever modified Tsumura's IPS type LCD to have the medium called for in the 1/2/08 
version of claim 1 . 

In response, the Office provides a newly-added reference that is added only as 
directly corresponding evidence to support the prior common knowledge finding, and it 
does not result in a new issue or constitute a new ground of rejection. The said newly- 
added reference is Yamaguchi et al. (6266109). 

Yamaguchi et al. establishes that it is conventionally known to provide a Kerr 
effect medium in a liquid crystal device for the purpose of, e.g., providing better viewing 
angle characteristics. Providing better viewing angle characterisics in a liquid crystal 
display is clearly a conventionally known art-established principle. See column 1 and 
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column 2 of Yamaguchi et al. In particular, see col. 1 line 45 to col. 2 line 30 of 
Yamaguchi et al.. 

One of ordinary skill in the art instantly recognizes that a Kerr effect liquid crystal 
medium has a degree of optical anisotropy in the said medium changing in response to 
application of electric field. Therefore, Yamaguchi et al. is a newly-added reference that 
is added only as directly corresponding evidence to support the prior common 
knowledge finding of the 10/10/07 NFR, and it does not result in a new issue or 
constitute a new ground of rejection. 

In a similar fashion, one of ordinary skill instantly recognizes the applicability of 
the Kerr effect liquid crystal medium and/or reasoning analogous to the above as 
applied to Okishiro et al.' s invention also. 

Therefore, the 10/10/07 NFR is essentially repeated below while keeping in mind 
that the 1/2/08 version of claim 1 merely incorporates original claim 7 into original claim 
1 . Therefore it is established that the 1/2/08 claims are all rejected under 103 
recognizing that it is notoriously well known to incorporate the original claim 7 into 
original claim 1 and to form the 1/2/08 version of claim 1 . Furthermore all claims 
dependent on the 1/2/08 version of claim 1 are also rendered as obvious based on 
conventionally known art-established principles. 

Additionally, newly-added claim 24 is also addressed below. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1-6, 8-20, 22-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Tsumura et al. (20030090448). 

Tsumura et al. teaches a display device comprising (i) a pair of substrates, at 
least one of which is transparent (e.g., paragraph 0025), (ii) a medium provided 
between the substrates (e.g., paragraph 0025), and (iii) a display element including a 
first electrode and a second electrode for applying an electric field to the medium so as 
to carry out a display (e.g., paragraph 0025), the first electrode and the second 
electrode being connected to separate switching elements (e.g., paragraphs 0025, 
0063; figs. 1-9, 16,24-25). 

Furthermore "a degree of optical anisotropy in the medium changes in response 
to application of electric field" is rendered as obvious under Tsumura et al. since, 
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although "a degree of optical anisotropy in the medium changes in response to 
application of electric field" may not be expressly stated by Tsumura et al., it would have 
been obvious to do so because it is conventionally known to use the 
structures/elements in the designs already presented by Tsumura et al. for the purpose 
of providing a efficiently functioning liquid crystal device 
Thus claim 1 is rejected. 

Each and every element of each of claims 2-3, 5, 20 is taught by Tsumura et al. 
at, e.g., paragraphs 0025, 0063; figs. 1-9, 16, 24-25. Thus claims 2-3, 5, 20 are 
rejected. 

Regarding claim 22, Tsumura et al. teaches wherein the first and second 
electrodes generate an electric field along a direction parallel to surfaces of the 
substrates at, e.g., paragraph 0006 (paragraphs 0025, 0063; figs. 1-9, 16, 24-25). Thus 
claim 22 is rejected. 

Each and every element of claims 4, 6-19, 23 is rendered as obvious Tsumura et 
al. since, although the claim elements may not be expressly stated by Tsumura et al., it 
would have been obvious to do so because it is conventionally known to use the 
structures/elements in the designs already presented by Tsumura et al. for the purpose 
of providing a efficiently functioning liquid crystal device. 

Thus claims 4, 6, 8-19, 23 are rejected. 

Furthermore each and every element of new claim 24 is rendered as obvious 
under Tsumura et al. since, although the claim elements may not be expressly stated by 
Tsumura et al., it would have been obvious to do so because it is conventionally known 
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to use the structures/elements in the designs already presented by Tsumura et al. for 
the purpose of providing a efficiently functioning liquid crystal device. Thus new claim 
24 is rejected. 

Claims 1-2, 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Okishiro et al. (20030052847). 

Okishiro et al. teaches display device comprising (i) a pair of substrates, at least 
one of which is transparent, (ii) a medium provided between the substrates, and (iii) a 
display element including a first electrode and a second electrode for applying an 
electric field to the medium so as to carry out a display, the first electrode and the 
second electrode being connected to separate switching elements (figs. 1-4). 

Furthermore "a degree of optical anisotropy in the medium changes in response 
to application of electric field" is rendered as obvious under Okishiro et al. since, 
although "a degree of optical anisotropy in the medium changes in response to 
application of electric field" may not be expressly stated by Okishiro et al., it would have 
been obvious to do so because it is conventionally known to use the 
structures/elements in the designs already presented by Okishiro et al. for the purpose 
of providing a efficiently functioning liquid crystal device 

Thus claim 1 is rejected. 

Okishiro et al. teaches wherein the display device includes a plurality of the 
display elements, each of which includes a first signal line and a second signal line, and 
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the first electrode and the second electrode being connected to separate signal lines via 
separate switching elements. Thus claim 2 is met. 

Although Okishiro et al. does not explicitly state "a first auxiliary capacitor in 
which one electrode is connected to the first electrode; a second auxiliary capacitor in 
which one electrode is connected to the second electrode; and an auxiliary capacitor 
wire connected to the other electrode of the first auxiliary capacitor and the other 
electrode of the second auxiliary capacitor" it would have been obvious to do so 
because it is conventionally known to provide such a capacitor arrangement in the 
configuration(s) of Okishiro et al. for the purpose of providing a efficiently functioning 
liquid crystal device. 

Thus claim 21 is rejected. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MICHAEL P. MOONEY whose telephone number is 
571-272-2422. The examiner can normally be reached during weekdays, M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Frank G. Font can be reached on 571-272-2415. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



/Michael P. Mooney/ /Frank G. Font/ 

Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2883 Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2883 

April 14, 2008 
FGF/mpm 



